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I__INTRODUCTION 


This is the second report based on research being 
conducted on the bail verification and supervision projects 
“Be Ontario. An earlier report (Madden, Carey & Ardron, 1980) 
described the first year's operation of the project. Le 
focused on the experience of the bail supervision clients and 
the apparent impact of the projects on the institutional 
remand population. The findings at that time were inconclu- 


Sive, resulting in the decision to continue both facets of 
the research. 


A. BACKGROUND 


The development and growth of bail projects were 
documented in the previous report, but are worth reviewing 
to put the research in context. The projects were originally 
developed in response to a growing concern over the number 
of remanded inmates held in provincial jails and detention 
centres. Research conducted in the province (Madden, 1978 
and Stanley, 1979) brought into question the need for a 
portion of the remand population to be incarcerated; 
especially those held a short period only to be released on 
bail or on their own recognizance, and those held until the 
conclusion of their case, only to be given a non-incarcera- 
tive sentence. 


The programme which developed in response to this 
concern involves two main components, verification and bail 
supervision. The verification component consists of locating 
staff in courts or police holding cells to interview 
individuals coming up for show-cause hearings. Information 
such as living and employment situation is collected and 
verified by phoning employers, family or other sources prior 
to the hearing. With this verified information it was felt 
that the court is in a position to release more individuals, 
either on bail or their own recognizance. In cases where 
release will happen anyway, the verified information may 
allow the release to take place sooner. Many of those held 
on remand are only in for the few days during which the show- 
cause hearing itself is remanded. 


The supervision component of the project is designed 
as an alternative form of release for those unable to meet 
monetary conditions or those felt unsuitable for traditional 
forms of release. An additional activity has developed which 
involves project staff interviewing individuals already in a 
jail or detention centre in order to try and facilitate 
their release. 


The programme began with the contracting of three 
projects in Hamilton, St. Catharines and Kitchener/Waterloo 
in April 1979. The project quickly expanded, first to 
Toronto, then later to Ottawa/“Sault ‘Ste- Marie, Thunder Bay, 
Sudbury, Brampton/Peel and Barrie. In total, courts repre- 
senting 60% of the admissions to Ontario jails and detention 
centres are now served by bail projects, and as of January 
this year, there were 850 clients on bail supervision 
throughout the province 
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II METHODOLOGY 
A. FOCUS 


This research was designed to assess the projects 
from two points of view. As the main rationale for the 
programme, the apparent impact of the projects on the insti- 
tutional remand population was the main focus of the research. 
As with any analysis of institutional populations, two 
measures are important: the number of admissions, and the 
actual static count in the institution at any point in time. 
Changes in both these measures following the implementation 
of the bail projects were assessed. The results were compared 
to figures over the same period in areas not served by bail 
PROVeCES:. 


The other focus of this research was on the individuals 
placed on bail supervision and on their experience and conduct 
while on supervision. As well as giving further indication of 
whether the desired impact was being achieved, this allowed us 
to take a more detailed look at the specific service being 
delivered and the type of client being served. This portion 
of the study also enabled us to identify factors related to 
success on bail supervision. 


B. INSTITUTIONAL IMPACT 


While other potential impacts of a project of this 
scope exist, the main focus of this research, was the impact 
of the project on the institutional remand population. 
Because so many factors affect the number of persons 
incarcerated on remand and the length of stay, measuring 
this impact was problematic. There had been considerable 
variability in remand admission data prior to the programme 
implementation and much of the historical data on average 
remand counts was unreliable. Given this situation, two 
approaches were taken to assess the impact of the projects. 
The first approach compared remand days-stay information 
currently available at the bail project served institutions 
with the best available pre-implementation data. The second 
involved an analysis of monthly remand admission data over 
an extended period of time. 


1. Days Stay Information 


Information on midnight counts in all provincial 
institutions is phoned into the Ministry's main office and 
recorded and stored on the computerized "Days-Stay System". 
Starting in April 1981, the count of remanded prisoners was 
added to the information phoned in and recorded on this 
system. For purposes of this system, the remand count 
includes all those with outstanding charges, including 
those who are serving a sentence. 


For the first time, this System allowed for a reliable 
ongoing measure of the extent of the remand population. 


Previous data on remand counts were based on the Ministry's 
main Adult Information System (AIS) which stores chronological 
records of individual clients. Because of the need to calcu- 
late days-stay on individual cases, and the extent of missing 
information on that system, remand data from this source 

were quite unreliable unless data were specifically edited 

for a given run. It was from such a special run that the 
pre-implementation data on days-stay for this report were 
obtained. In that run, those who were remanded as well as 
serving a sentence were excluded from the total remand count. 


Because the definitions of remands differed, direct 
comparisons between the AIS based pre-implementation data and 
the days-stay system based post-implementation data would not 
be meaningful. The approach taken, to overcome this problem, 
was to rank all institutions in terms of the percentage of 
their population which represented remanded inmates. A change 
in ranking between the two time periods was used as the 
criterion measure. 


2. Remand Admission Data 


Two measures which utilize remand admission data were 
examined: the total remand admissions per month, and the 
monthly admissions resulting in stays on remand of over six 
days. Both sets of data were provided by a computer programme, 
specifically designed for this study, which extracted this 
information from the AIS. Monthly data were analyzed for the 
period beginning April 1977 and ending August 1981. This pro- 
vided enough data to indicate trends in the pattern of 
admissions prior to and following programme implementation. 


Rather than examine individual projects, monthly data 
were totalled for projects with similar starting time. This 
left four sets of figures to analyze: the original projects 
(Hamilton, Kitchener and Niagara), the downtown Toronto Courts, 
the total Metro Toronto data, and the five projects which 
started in April or May of 1980 (Brampton/Peel, Sault Ste. 
Marie, Ottawa, Sudbury and Thunder Bay). All courts not 
served by bail projects were also combined to provide a basis 
for comparison. The Barrie project which did not start until 
October 1980 was not included in the analyses. 


To facilitate the identification of long term trends, 
the data were adjusted for any consistent seasonal trend 
PFLOE to plotting, 


C. SUPERVISION SAMPLE ANALYSIS 


This portion of the study represented a direct extension 
of the approach used in the original report. From the pro- 
gramme's inception, the bail project agencies were requested to 
complete a client information form at the conclusion of each 
period of supervision. This form included brief sections on 


the background of the clients, the terms of supervision, and 
the outcome of the supervision cases if known. 


The original report was based on the analysis of the 
first 389 forms completed. Intake for the present report 
included all cases terminated prior to November 1, 1980. 

By that time, 1057 forms had been received, including the 


Original 389. These cases are broken down by project area 
as follows: 


BAIL PROJECT AREA NO. OF CASES 
Toronto 554 

St. Catharines 99 
Hamilton PLS 
Waterloo oF 
Sault Ste. Marie 19 
Brampton 8 
Others 


TOTAL SAMPLE LOS7 
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A. INSTITUTIONAL IMPACT - DAYS-STAY INFORMATION 


As indicated in the methodology section, two approaches 
were taken in an attempt to measure the impact of the projects 


on institutional remand population. The first dealt directly 
with the actual daily counts of remanded individuals in 
project served institutions. The post-implementation data 


were from the Days-Stay System over the period April lst to 
December 31, 1981. The proportion of the total jail popula- 
tion which was made up of remanded inmates, including those 
also serving a sentence, was calculated. As shown in Table l, 
for institutions served by bail projects, this percentage 
ranged from 68.6% in the Toronto area to 32.7% in Thunder Bay. 
Overall, project served institutions averaged 59.5% remanded 
inmates compared to 35.0% for institutions not served by 

bail projects. This, on itscowns tells: us +little aboutrthe 
PEOJectsy ampact. "lt could, imetact, indicate, that the 
projects were located where they were most needed. 


The more meaningful information is the change in the 
Situation from before the projects were in place. Unfortun- 
ately, remand counts were not recorded on the Days-Stay System 
prior to April, 1981. The best available pre-implementation 
data on remand counts were in a document prepared in November, 
1979, in response to concern over the remand situation at that 
time. This document was based on output from the Adult 
Information System and provided remand days-stay information 
for the period from January, 1978, through June, 1979. 

Unlike the post-implementation data, those serving a 
sentence, as well as being held on remand, were not included, 
making direct comparison meaningless. Instead, each 
institution's rank, in terms of the percentage of the 
population made up of remanded inmates, was compared for 

the two time periods. 


The second and third columns of Table 1 show the 
ranking of each institution before and after the projects 
were in place, with a ranking of #1 indicating the highest 
percentage of remands. Only two of the project served 
institutions, Thunder Bay Jail and Waterloo D.C. dropped 
significantly, indicating a reduced remand population. 
Niagara D.C. dropped slightly and Hamilton-Wentworth D.C. 
maintained its ranking. All other project served institutions 
actually ranked higher during the period after the projects 
were in place. While not statistically reliable, (Z=0.707, 
p>.05), it is worth noting that the number of project served 
institutions, which raised their ranking, outnumbered those 
which dropped. 
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B. INSTITUTIONAL IMPACT - ADMISSION DATA 


The rate of remand admissions, while not measuring 
directly the projects' desired impact on the actual numbers 
held at any point in time, is an important measure. For one 
thing, the data is available on a monthly basis over an extended 
period of time. This is critical for analySes such as these, so 
continuations of trends in existence prior to the project are 
not misinterpreted as project impact. This point will become 
obvious in the discussions that follow. Another point is that, 
from both a practical (financial) and humanitarian point of view, 
the prevention of the jail admission is almost as important as the 
reduction in time served on remand. 


As described in the methodology section, the admission 
data were grouped according to the starting dates of the projects. 
The seasonally adjusted monthly admission for each group are pre- 
sented and discussed in the following pages. In each case, total 
admissions, as well as admissions stay over six days, are plotted. 
It was felt, given some of the weaknesses in the Days-Stay data, 
that plotting the longer stay admissions would provide a back-up 
indicator of remand population size. 


10 


) O861 ) 6261 } BL61L } LL6l 


VIIWVWILTOGNOSVIITWVWICTDNOSVILWYWAILDGNOSVEIIWVWILTONOSVIIWY 


os 


SUDISSiWpe PUEWEI [6303 


0 
1 
] 
\ 
Uo] Ee jUaWE|dw yoafoud 
I 
0S 
1 
f 1 
9 I 
L7 ‘ a a ! 
C bE) ! a fa) C 
Q yo S—S a ae D ya ——— , 2 . 2 Re ‘a : ae ce 3 = — /—- — OOL 
w wv ‘Ss “ 9} = So SS 6) ‘ = = . : 5 7} F : 
© Ie ~ 
i] fe wo 
“ 1 
t 
i OSL 
skep gG Je@AO pueweJ UO y 
Bujyjewes suojssjwpe puewes : 
i 
! 
1 
1 002 
1 
f i - _- a 
OC) | ' ~ e 
l= i eo x G 
Z © BW. 1 C} = e) 
a ie Fa} ! 2, : 
J 3 —Ama- a Pe — — een ese 
E Af = S a l My “ 
M 4 Z iJ o__ 
u <) 
fe © 
b wal 
S | 
0 OOE 
I 
\ 
\ 


( 90] JezeEy /Jauayoy “UojBeyy eseBenyy ‘yquomquey UO} ||WeLs) 


szinoj 32/044 jeujbiuo WoJ 4 SUuo|sSsjwpyy pueway| 


| 3Y¥NDT4 


YRUYUO,) yed suo! SS|wupy 


eu 


“(UsuoNuaed. Tr TTT. Sex )wAlLSaetAead 
peouetzedxe sem ueyz (YyzUOW Zed G*TOT = X) uotTjzejZUsWeTduT ZOeClOAd SOUTS ASMOT 
ATAUSTTS useeq sey sAep xXTS TSAO AOFJ pokeqys YOTYM suOTSsStTupe JO 93el obereae ouL 
-a0ueqstxe s,3oeford ay} 03 AOTAd ueYy peodUNOUOAd STOW USsEeq SeAeY ‘UMOP pUe dn yz0q 
suotqenqonty ‘ueyy SOoUTS -uoT}equUSeUeTdut ,sq0eforzd ay HbuTMOTTOJ seuT[ToOep [Tenperzb 
AieA FO potzed e sem otayUL *“uUoT}eEUuTWeXS zepun potied erztjue ey ynoybnorzyA Teast 
aytnb useq sey urzeqjed ayy ‘SuoTzenjoNTF [Tews AToeaTJeTer wory ZAedY *}UeTSTFTP 
qeymouos st skep xTs ZeAO pueuwezr uo HutAejZs suotsstwpe ey} A0F urSezRed SUL 


*szeok om} SnotAeid 9yuy ASAO Q*°PHZ OF SeaTedwoo sTyL *YyRUOW 

zed [°1T9z pebezeae oaey peaqazeqs RZoOelord sey} sdUTS SUOTSSTWpe pueWwer Te}OF 9 
‘TTeIeAQ *30efCAd ay FO SOUSASTXS SYR OF ‘UOTFeEQUSWeTdWT WOefOAd Aeqye Huot os 
Hutjzzeqs ‘ouTTOSep sty ejnqtTzzze OF PAeY ST FI ‘“6L-8LET HuUTANp esoyz OF AeTTWTS 
Bbuteq T86T sO JFTeY FSATF SY UT SUOTSSTWpe PUueWet Abe ue URIM SUTTOSep e used 
Seu orSUIM a UTOd AeuI SOULS)  '086T AT2291 048 UbneA 6 ote Lpady, ae uoT je USUSeTdut 


,sqoelorid ey puokdeq [TEM senuT}UOD sSeeTDUT STYL “UOTJOSTTOO e7ep FO butuutbeq 
=) 6 gal woTy eseezout Jo o3ea Apeoqs ATAtej e Hut eotput SUTT eB Jynoqe seTrAeA ‘SuUOTSSTUpe 
puewer [e309 9Yy HutTjuseserzdeaz ‘out{T azeddn oul *OOTTOAEM/ASUSYOAITY pue erzebeiln 


uozTTWeH ‘seeze zoelorzd TeuThbtz0 sezYy. ey} UT SUOTSSTWpe 243 SMOoYS T eANbTtY 


0861 


skep Gg Jano puewess uo 


Bulvjewas suojssiwpe puewss 


= 40 


SUOISS|WPE PUEWEIJ [£303 F 


$34Nn07}) ozUO0JO] UmozUMOGd wo J SUO|SS|wWpy/ pueway 


a 


6 


Uo} 76 jUaWa|dw; ef osd—|} 


ae 


=f) 


pen Cag 


L61 


G agnoit 3 


8261 


LL6l 


VICTWWVWILGNOSVIIWVWALTONOSVIISWYWIALTGNOSVIIWYWILGNOSVILIWY 


YQUO,) syed suo: SS!WPpV/ 


mS) 


qZoeCorzd ay sdutTs rSYybty ATQqereptsuod useq SsAeY YOTYM SUOTSSTuUpe pueWwer [Te}OF JO 
SUIILIOU-STUStTUL > (UIUC tod G-y0¢c_ “SA ¢° 707. = 4) s0eTd ut. useqssey ac,eloid oud 
scouts zemot ATAYySTTs useq eaey skep xXTS TeAO pueUleT uo HbutAejs suotsstupe ‘’z7e9AemOoYy 
‘TTeTeAQ “aUTTOep FO potzed e Hutanp peousumos yosflord sy ‘suoTsstwpe [Te}OR YITM 
SW ‘SUOTJeENIONTF OTJewexzp fo sotzes e useq sey SASY SWTF Fey BOUTS ANnq ‘aeTqeqs 
aytnb e7OM BLG6T YHbnorzyA LLET TtaAdw worzz suotsstupy ~*uzr9qzQed JUuSASeTJTpP JeyuMmosuios e 
smoys sAep XTS ZeAO pueWerT uO HutAeqjs suotsstupe ey Hutjuseseizdez sut{t seus, 


*(yjuou zed G*/€p = X) 9B7e2 snotAeid oy oF pezedwod (syujuow zed [°e/p7 = x) pe zzre Ss 


*SUOTSSTUpe pUeUIeT FO 99eCA 9UR paeonpea ATTetTjUeYsqns 
pey zoeloid oy 3eyy UOTSSeaduT oy OF HuTpeeT,T ‘3a0dez snotAsad sy AOF paeutuexs 
SPM YUOTYM potTAed sty seM QI “*uAreQAIed sTYy UT HUTMS MOT e HutAanp paezzNds590 
uotjdeout s,zoelorzd ayy HutTMOTTOF syAuow sy Fey 9BROU OF HUTASeASAUT ST AI 
*ATtTpeeqys aeqtnb butsesezouTt useq aAey suOoTsstwpe ‘owt 3eYuy SOUTS *616T JO puUe 
oyu} Aeeu OF 93ep UOTReQUSeWEeTdWT 3ZOefLOAZd Sy PUOcoASG pepusezxXd YOTYM SUTTOIEpP FO 
potied e Aq paeMOTTOF SeM STUL “8LE6T 293€T OF LL6T ATAeS WoOAF SseszOUT ue sMoUsS 
SUOTSSTUpPe pUueWeT [TeIOR AOF uASQAQed OTSeq 9yW ‘SUOTReENAONTS AST Tews su HbutzoubyT 
*seoze Voeloid [TeuTbtazAoO ayy UT UeYA eTqeqSs SsSeT YOnW sem SASSY SUOTSSTWpe pueWseT 
yO uzeqjed ay,Z *30ef0A7d sty AOF SANSeoW Sy Se pesn 279M SRANOD 9s9Uu WOAZ 
SsoljuseD uoT IUezeC/sTter OFUOCAZOL SsezYyA OYA OF SUOTSSTUPY ‘*S9ANOD Y7Aeg SHheTTOD sy 
Aq AT}UusSDer pue sAzANOD [TTeH AATO PTO Aq peAASS eseAze Sy ‘ORUOAZOZL UeWRTTOdoOlzIOEW 

JO edaTe UMORZUMOP 9Y UT PazeoOT Sem pajuSWeTdwt sq of 3OefoAd 3xoeU SUL 


O86! | 6261 | 8261 LL6l 


VIIWVWILTDGNOSVILTWVWILDNOSVIEFWVWITDGNOSVITWVYWILTGNOSVEILWY 


! ! ' 
' 1 
: ! 001 
SjJNOD OSZe,) 1 bh 
jo Jepujewas : J 002 
' $juNo0o 
oT dra uno uMop 
OOE 
' 
00+ 
: 
! 00s 
1 
A 
sAep g 80 Pueuiay Uo ! a09 
es! Bujuyjewas suojssjwpe pueweJ i 
1 1 
, : ! 00L 
i 1 
1 i 
: : 008 
ee sews! VE saei ie a0 ! i cope viet 
7 a a ie 006 
: 
| Oo01 
\ 
i 
suo|ssiwpe puewaJ 12309 I OOLL 


a eel 


SzJNO-) 9BUOJO| uYeZY/OdoUza,} Wo {4 suO)ss}wpY puewesy| 


E aunts 


YAUC,Y) 4ed sucssiupy 


LS 


‘OWT 3ZeYUQ OF AOTAd T[°90F OF PeaedwOD uoTsSUedxs sjZoeford sy sdUTS YWUOU 

zed [°L9p~ pebezeae sAep xts Azeao HutAejs suotsstupy *ssbexzoae uot }ejusuSeTdut 

—-3sod zeybty ATTetjaueqsqns ut pejTnsez~potaed Apnjs ey, AeAO uUzEeQWGed Huturpour 

eu ‘suoTsSstwpe [Te}09 ey YATM sy ‘*SAep XTS ASAO pueWer uO HbutAejs suotsstupe 

eu} UT WZUeSeTd JOU seM ejep UOTSSTwpe pueUWeT [Te}OR OY UT paeaANDDSO YOTYM 

JjJO HuTTTeAeT FZuezedde syZ ‘eseszout Apesqs ATAtTezy e AOF sem pusrzq Tersusbh oy 

qnq suotTzenjonNTF FO ASequnu e eAOM SsASUL “SUOTSSTUIpe pueWeA [TeIOR SYR OF ALTTUWUTS 
SPM POTe OFUOITOL ey} UT SUOTSSTWpe puewer Aeqjs AShHhuo{T jo uzeqjed suL 


*(UAUOU aoe 
8°678 = X) saeok vary snotaserzd oy butanp ueyW (ypuOw aed 7°8g6 = X) ASeYybty 
Atletjzuejsqns useq sey eore oJUOTOL eATJUS 9YyA peATeS AOeloATd |y} SedUTS oer 

ehereae ay ‘eseezouT FO uzeqjed [TeASueh dy FO A[Nser e sY “8LET UT Yeed sYyA 
Zeqyjge pezinddso se yons uotRenjZonTZ AzrerOdwey e AO uzaR}ed |YyW UT Sebhueyo enzyZ ke 
Sjueseider sty} AeYyWeYM UTeRASD oq WZOUUeD OM YhnoyATe ‘4FJO HUTT TSAeT e 3q OF 
szeodde ezoyy ‘uTOd sty} puokdeg *Q86T FO ASWWNS SY TT#UN UOTReHTAYSeAUT AZSpuUN 
potzed ey zo Hbutuutbeq ey worzz suTTOUuT Apesys ATAatejz e MOYS eFep UOCTSSTupe 
puewert [e}OF SUL ‘“*ePeTe OQUOAZOL Te}OR BYR AOF eep uoTsstTwpe sey} sjzUuesertdetr 

€ eamnbty *uotT_IOeS snoTtAerd |syi UT pessNoOSTp Ss}#aANOD uMOQUMOP 9YyW HbuTpnTouT ‘eoere 

O4UOTOL eATRUe ey HutTazes sem RZOolOATG [teq ORUOTOL Buy ‘O86T FO Ttadw Ad 


0861 6L61 8Z61L LL61 
VIIWVWSALGNOSVIITWVWILODNOSVIITWVYWILONOSVILIWYWILTGNOSVIEIWY 


skep g Jano puewas uo 0S 
1 
Bujujewas suojssjwpe puewaJ 


00¢ 


05¢ 


OOE 


—- 16 - 


Se 


O07 


OS¢ 


005 


(Aeg yapuny) pue Aungpns ‘|934/uozdweg ‘ajse,} *2845 3INeES *ene33)) 


SyJN0} yafO44 paqexS Ajquee8,) wos suojssjwpy puewey) 


vy Anges 


YRUSOL,) 4wed suorss WPV\/ 


Ly 


“6°TET 02 O°PZT worzsy peseaezout sAep xTs Aseao HhutAeqAs suotsstw 

-pe puewez ayy STTUM YyAUOW Aed P°OBE OF 6°SEE WOAF SSOAT SUOTSSTUpe pueUlEr 

TeIOL ‘*potzed uotjzejuswetTdwt 43sod ey. Hbutanp zAsyhbTYyY eA7eM SsajzerA Ohersae 9uy 

‘suotsstupe Aeqjs AZebuoT pue Te703 SYR YAO AOF Rey ST A[NSeA SUL *sSuUOTSSTUpe 

Te709 oyun Aq peqytTqtyxs yey SYXTT yonu sem uebsq sjZoelorzd Sey SOUTS SUTTOUT 

SUL “uoTRIeNAONTF ssaeT yonwu pemous potized uotzejueweTdut—-sad sy z ybnoyyte 
‘uzoeqgjed aze[TtTwts e pemous sAep xts AsAO HhutAeqjs SuUOTSSTwpe pueWweAr SUL 


*aseozouT dzeyus zeyjzer e Aq ‘O86T JO TTP SUR UT HuTAAeAS 

‘DOMOTTOF SCM YOTYM SUTTOSpP e Sem oA9YyA ‘UOTReQUSeWeTdUT s,qI09efOAd sya YhbnozuR 

butnutjuoos pue ‘6/6T FO pus oy AeSeU HuTIAeIS *6L6T YHNoAYR JFO peTeaeT pue 

8L6T pue LL6T Ybnozyuy pesesezOUT YOTYM 2AANO e punorAe AzeA OF SAeodde suOTsSstTwupe 

puewer [TejoR |ey Hutjuesezdez SuTT euL *emerzqzoO pue Aeg ASpunyL ‘etTzAeW °94S 

Ines ‘Aanqpns ‘Teed/uojqduerzg sapntTout ‘aAeeA TeOSTJ [8-O086T eu FO Hutuutbheq 
eu} Aeeu AO 3e paezAeAS 2e7eM YOTUM ssouW ‘’szZOeloAd Jo Hutdnoxzb AseTt suL 


18 


O86l 6L61 BL6l LL61 


VIIWVWILTAONOSVICTWVYWIALTONOSVIIWVWILTDNOSVIIWVWILGNOSVIL[WYV 


uo} 7eqUaWe | dw) 


qaefouy jjeg— 


skep g Jaco puewas uo 


Bujujewas suojssiwpe puewaJ 


YRUO,) 4yed suoiss: WP\/ 


Suo|Ssiwpe puewss 


je303 


syzoafos eg Ag partes 7ON Sqinoy Wos]4 suojssjwpy puewsy) 


ps ees 18153 I 


- 19 - 


The final grouping includes all admissions from courts 

_ not served by the bail projects. This data shown in figure 5, 
was collected to provide a basis for comparison for the project 

served area data. Any conclusions to be drawn about the impact 
of the programme have to be based on certain assumptions about 
what would have happened had the projects not been in place. 
What happened in the non-project areas aided in forming that 
assumption. If any dramatic change in the pattern of admissions 
in non-project areas had occurred, it would have influenced the 
conclusions to be drawn from the data from those areas that were 
served by the bail projects. No such changes occurred. 
Admissions in the non-project areas, in fact, were quite steady 
ever since an unexplained peak in early 1977. Total admissions 
averaged 942.6 per month prior to April 1979, 935.6.durimawtthe 
fiscal year 1979-80, the year in which most projects started, 
and 929.4 since April 1980. Admissions staying on remand for 
over six days followed a similar pattern, averaging 376.9, 385.1 
and 373.2 in the same three time periods. 


Another source of data used to aid in the interpretation 
of the admission figures was the level of activity in the courts. 
The number of criminal code offences received by courts, grouped 
into the same areas as the remand admission data were calculated- 
(see Appendix A). As with the non-project admission data, the 
court data contained nothing to indicate that greater increases 
would have occurred had the projects not been in place. 

Increases in court activity, in fact, tended to be greater in 
the non-project areas. 


= 0% = 


C. SUPERVISION CASES 


1. Background 


The data described in this chapter indicate no significant 
changes in the personal characteristics of the clients from 
those described in the earlier report. As shown in Table 2, 
55.6% of the sample were twenty years of age and under, and 
the majority of this group were 17 or 18. The average age of 
the total sample was just over 23 years. As would be expected 
from such a young sample, the majority of those supervised 
were single (77.7%). Only 10.8% were married or living 
common-law and another 11.5% were separated, divorced or 
widowed. 


Living accommodations of the clients also reflect their 
young age, with 50.8% of them living with either their parents 
or alone. The remainder of the sample was divided among 
‘living with marital, family” (7.8%) 0 ‘relatives “(7.6e), 
'friends' (22.0%), and 'halfway houses or bail hostels' (11.8%). 


The educational level for approximately 72% of those 
supervised was grade 10 or less, with only 7.6% having gone 
beyond grade 12. At the time supervision began, most of the 
sample were unemployed (72.8%). Only 21.2% were employed 
either full or part time, and another 1.6% of the sample were 
attending school. 


The majority of those placed on bail supervision had 
already been exposed to some form of criminal activity. Over 
70% had at least one prior conviction and 7.1% were cate- 
gorized as having an extensive criminal history. Nearly 
one-third of the clients were involved with the criminal 
justice system at the time of the offence leading to their 
being placed on bail supervision. This involvement included 
26.0% on probation or parole and 16.0% awaiting trial on 
other charges. 


A major concern of the courts for persons being con- 
sidered for bail is failure to appear at the scheduled trial 
date. The past record of court appearances for this sample 
indicated that 77% of the clients had had no previous charges 
of fail to appear. 


The charges which led to the present bail supervision 
involved mainly property offences (90%) and offences against 
public order and peace (683). 


The following table contains a more detailed outline 
of the personal characteristics of the supervised clients. 


an 


TABLE 2 


CHARACTERISTICS OF SUPERVISION CLIENTS 


SEX 
Male 
Female 


AGE 
17 or under 
18 = 20 
Zia - 25 
26 and over 
Missing information 


MARITAL STATUS 
Single 
Married/common-law 
Separated/divorced 
Unknown 


LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 
Alone 
Parental family 
Marital family 
Relatives 
Friend(s) 
Half-way house/hostel 
Unknown or no fixed address 


DISTANCE BETWEEN COURT & RESIDENCE 
Within jurisdiction 
Within 10 miles 
10 - 50 miles 
Over 50 miles 
Missing information 


GRADE COMPLETED 
13 or beyond 
1A soy eet a8 WP 
9 --oOr LO 
Less than 9 
Missing information 


EMPLOYMENT STATUS AT BEGINNING OF 
SUPERVISION 
Employed 
Unemployed 
Part-time 
Student 
Nisabled/welfare/pension 
Missing information 
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CHARACTERISTICS OF SUPERVISION CLIENTS 


PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 


No prior record 

Minimal record 

Fairly extensive record 
Extensive record 
Missing information 


STATUS AT TIME OF OFFENCE 


None indicated 

On probation 

On parole 

On probation & parole 

On own recognizance 

On probation and recognizance 
Probation/parole/recognizance 
Missing information 


PRIOR CHARGES OF FAIL TO APPEAR 


None 

One 

Two 

Three or more 

Yes, but number unknown 
Missing information 


CURRENT CHARGES AGAINST 


Person 

Property 

Public morals and decency 
Public order and peace 
Liquor 

Drug 

Trafiic 

Other 


(Some had offences in more than one category) 


oe 
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Ze COonareions Of Release 


Reporting to the bail project staff is one of the 
basic conditions for pre-trial release. The reporting require- 
ments for the clients were set by the courts. These varied 
from daily reporting to reporting once a month. tn the 


majority of cases the courts left this decision to the discretion 
of the project staff. 


The distribution of reporting requirements for this 
sample were as follows: 


TABLE 3 


REPORTING REQUIRED 


N % 
Daily 30 Sere 
Twice Weekly 124 25 
Weekly 474 48.0 
Every 2 weeks 14 1.4 
Every 3 weeks 42 4.3 
As directed 302 =» 36.5 

989 100.0 
Missing information (68) 


In addition to the reporting requirement, the court often 
appended one or more special conditions as part of the indi- 
vidual's release condition. In this sample 750 (71%) of the cases 
had such additional restrictions. 


These conditions were categorized as follows: 


TABLE 4 
SPECIAL CONDITIONS OF RELEASE 


6 OF LOLAL 


ee SAMPLE 
Reside at a specified or approved residence 501 47.4 
Curfew 243 ow 
Not associate with specified person(s) 214 20.3 
Abstain from use of alcohol/drugs/solvents 183 ees 
Not frequent specified places/stores 65 Gre 
Seek and continue treatment 50 4.7 
Seek and maintain employment 34 ieee 
No weapons 14 Lee 
Not write cheques 10 0 
Obtain psychiatric help 1:0 eG 
Do not operate motor vehicle 5 0.4 
Seek legal aid se aa 
Continue with school elt O21 

730 gic 


TOTAL WITH SPECIAL CONDITIONS 


(Some cases had more than one special condition) 


3. Supervision Experience 


The length of time on supervision differed for each 
client... Of the fullesanple oLel,05/ clients released on 
supervision as a condition, only 22 (2%) clients never re- 
ported to the bail staff. The greatest number of clients 
were on supervision one to three months. Table 3 provides 
a more detailed look at the length of time on supervision 
for the full sample. 


TABLE 5 


LENGTH OF TIME ON SUPERVISION 


oNe B 
Never reported 2. O32 
Less than a month 189 Set 3 
One month, less than three 402 3858 
Three months, less than six 305 29:2 5 
Over six months Re Psi 


While a release on supervision was in effect, the bail 
project staff not only enforced the mandatory conditions of 
release, they also provided services for clients as required. 
Some of these needs were related to the special conditions 
prescribed by the court at the time of their release. For 
example, the special condition of abstaining from alcohol or 
drugs may have indicated the need for some form of treatment. 
This was serviced through counselling and/or referrals to a 
treatment program. It is likely that the services provided 
are underestimated due to the loose structure of the question 
on the -snformation form. 


At least one service was indicated in 680 (64.3%) of 
the cases. The breakdown of the services reported are shown 
in Table 5. 


FRR = 


TABLE 6 


SERVICES PROVIDED TO CLIENTS WHILE ON SUPERVISION 


General counselling 
Legal assistance 
Assist with locating work/school 


Assist with obtaining financial 
aid (Welfare) 


Assist with locating residence 
Counsel res Av Ase ors AgRaF. 
Counsel re: employment training 
Counsel re: family relations 


Referred to other correctional 
agency 


Referred to psychiatric counsel 
Counsel re: medical assistance 
Referred to bail hostel 

Assist with budgeting 

Committed to psychiatric hospital 
Counsel re: school relations 


Counsel during pregnancy 


Total receiving extended services 


he 


° 
co) 


\ 


OF TOTAL 


SAMPLE 


Booey 
Fe 
1336 


nis 
LOe 
10.4 
oY.5 
4.0 


Ono Om Onegai eae Co 
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(Some cases had more than one service listed) 


Particular attention should be given to the services 
dealing with certain problem areas which are common in the 
correctional setting. Employment and drug and alcohol abuse 
are two such areas. 


As mentioned earlier in the report, a high proportion 
of cases (72.8%) were unemployed at the beginning of their 
supervision. At the termination of supervision, however, the 
data showed that 11.4% of the cases had been able to obtain 
employment. It seems likely that this increase was a result 
of the programs and services of the project staff. 


Of the 253 clients who were known drug users, 37 


(14.6%) received some type of treatment. Since the extent 


of drug use was not determined in the study, it is possible 
that many of the drug users may not have needed treatment. 


There were 221 clients identified as heavy drinkers. 
Treatment was provided to 133 (60.2%) of them. 


The following tables outline the specific treatments 
for both groups: 
TABLE 7 


TREATMENT GIVEN TO DRUG USERS 


N z 
No treatment mentioned 210 83.0 
Counselling 26 TOSS 
Addiction Research Foundation is 4.3 
Refused treatment 5 230 
On waiting list for treatment i 0.4 


TOTAL CLIENTS USING DRUGS 25.3 100.0 


TABLE 8 


TREATMENT GIVEN HEAVY USERS OF ALCOHOL 


NL 2 

No treatment mentioned 55 24.9 
Counselling 29 PS 5k 
Alcoholics Anonymous LOL a7 
Psychiatric treatment Ze 9.9 
Antabuse 3 iy 
Refused treatment 9 4.1 
On waiting list 2 0.9 
TOTAL CLIENTS USING ALCOHOL 

HEAVILY 224 100.0 
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4. Compliance With Release Conditions 


The three basic release conditions for bail super- 
vision specify that the supervised client, (1) must attend 
court on the date set, (2) must report to the bail super- 
visor and (3) must comply with any special conditions set 
by the court. For all three conditions, however, there were 
violations. Since details of the violations were not recorded, 
the degree of seriousness was not known. 


Failure to appear at court was the least frequent 
violation. Approximately one-quarter of the sample (269, 
26.7%) missed at least one court appearance. Violations of 
not reporting to the bail supervisor were the most frequent 
with 589 (55.7%) of the clients not reporting at least once 
during their supervision period. Clients who violated a 
special condition at least once, totalled 365 (40.8%) of the 
sample. This number represents 48.7% of the clients who had 
any special condition to meet during their supervision. 


Legal action being taken against a client for one of 
the above violations was taken as the best available indicator 
of the seriousness of the infraction. Of the 647 clients who 
violated either the reporting condition or one of the special 
conditions, only 184 (28.4%) were breached. A total of 269 
supervised clients missed at least one court appearance and 
242 (90.0%) of them were charged with fail to appear. This 
number, however, represents only 22.9% of the total sample 
of clients. Table 9 specifies the conditions for which legal 
action was taken. 


TABLE 9 


LEGAL ACTION TAKEN AGAINST CLIENTS 


WHO BREACHED RELEASE CONDITIONS 


% OF TOTAL 
NG SAMPLE 
Charge of Breach of Recognizance (only) 41 Bag 
Charge of Fail to Appear (only) 95 
Charged with other offence (only) 174 
Any combination of above 223 aint 


TOTAL GROUPS RECEIVING CHARGES 533 50.4 


Clients charged with a new offence while on bail 
supervision were also considered violators of their release 
conditions. New offences were committed by 366 (34.6%) of 
the sample. These offences were combined under the heading 
of type of offence and are presented below: 


TABLE 10 


TYPE OF OFFENCES FOR CHARGES RECEIVED 


WHILE ON SUPERVISION 


% OF TOTAL 
acs SAMPLE 

Crimes against Public Order and Peace 174 165 
Crimes against Property 142 13.4 
Crimes against Person 30 VARS: 
Drug Offences 20 ¥o9 
Liquor Offences L6 ass 
Crimes against Morals and Decency 11 bs 
Traffic Offences 9 O'9 
Unknown _64 6620 
TOTAL RECEIVING CHARGES WHILE ON 

SUPERVISION 366 34.6 


A total of 533 (50.4%) of the sample had at least one 
form of infraction during their bail release period which led 
to some form of legal action. 


9. Completion of Supervision 


There were a variety of reasons for termination of 
bail supervision. These reasons were grouped into categories 
of successful and unsuccessful. Successful outcome was 
defined as the completion of the court process of dealing 
with the charges which initially led to supervision. In 
the majority of cases this was achieved. In many of the 
remaining cases, however, supervision was terminated because 
of incarceration as a result of new charges or a breach of 
the release conditions. The various reasons for termination 
are presented in the following table, and clients were 


grouped according to whether they were considered successful 
OnsuUnsSuccess tule 


- Qo: 


TABLES 


REASON FOR TERMINATION OF SUPERVISION 


N Z 

Successful 

Case finalized 630 59.6 

Left area with court authorization cS at 

Held for P.S Rk. Woon «conviction ey Ores 

Supervision condition removed by 

court eS (y4 

Unsuccessful 

Incarcerated 168 S39 

Absconded 124 tree? 

Never reported 25 2.4 

Terminated because uncooperative 42 4.0 
Other 

Died 4 

Psychiatric Hospital 1 

Unknown (30) 


TOTAL 1,057 100.0 


This breakdown shows 663 (62.7%) of the clients 
as having successfully completed their supervision. However, 
211 of these cases had some type of violation which Aedmro 
legal action during their supervision. Therefore, only 
452 (42.8%) successfully completed supervision with no serious 
violation. This group of successful. clients are discussed 
in the following section. 


6. Factors Related to Success on Bail Supervision 
6. Factors kKelate?e Ww 2 


The sections covered up to this point have dealt with 
a description of the clients' bail supervision experience. 
This section identifies factors related to bail supervision 
performance. The measure of success used was successful 
completion of supervision and no violations serious enough 
to warrant legal action. A number of variables were tested 
against this measure of success. 


The variables highly associated with success were age, 
marital status, living arrangements, education, prior criminal 
record, employment status, reporting conditions and drug use. 


The age groups with the highest incidence of success 
were those 18-20 years and those 25 years and over. The least 
likely to succeed were those 17 years and younger. While this 
poor record for the youngest group is consistent with most 
other outcome studies, the low rate of success for the group 
21-25 was unexpected. . 


Clients who were married or living common-law were 
more likely to succeed than those who were single, separated 
or divorced. Among this second group, the single group was 
the least likely to succeed. The data regarding the living 
accommodation of these clients supported the above findings. 
The highest incidence of success was found with those living 
with their spouse or common-law partner and/or with their 
children. Those living with family, relatives or friends 
were the next most likely to succeed. Reflecting the data 
on marital status, living alone was the least successful. It 
would seem from these data that those living in a surrounding 
with some form of emotional support tended to be more successful 
on bail supervision. 


Findings related to education indicated that the 
highest percentage of success was found with clients who had 
fairly substantial high school experience (grades 11-12). An 
unusual finding relates to our least successful group. While 
those with grade 10 or less were somewhat less successful 
than those with grade 11 or 12, the lowest rate of success was 
among those clients with grade 13 and over. Any attempt to 
explain this within the framework of this study would only be 
speculation. 


The criminal history of those on supervision had the 
expected outcome. That is, those with no previous record were 
the most likely to succeed while those with extensive records 
had the highest incidence of failure on supervision. 


Clients who were employed full-time or attending school 
at the time of Supervision were more likely to succeed than 
clients working part-time or unemployed. Employment status 


at the end of supervisi i 
On waS an even more reliable predi 
of outcome. : FX 


TABLE 12 


FACTORS RELATED TO SUCCESS ON SUPERVISION 


SUCCESSFUL NOT SUCCESSFUL 100% 


AGE 
17 or under LOOM (Si7i5)) GV Rea(G2e5)) 267 
ifs acto). 2) 142 (48.8) 149 Syl Ds) 291 
Bail qefoy 25 66 (39.1) HOS (60.9) 169 
26 and over LPS2 C482 9)) 138 (Se) 25/0 

x7=11.64 df=3 p<.01 

SEX 
Male B65 042.5) 494 (S37255)) 859 
Female 87 (48.9) On (Seals) 178 


x7=2.19 df=1 p>.05 


LIVING ARRANGEMENTS 


Alone O92 7(392 8) ISSN (EGORZ, Paarl 
Parental family 106 (42.7) TDI ACES T/ SS) 248 
Marital family UE MBit) 54 (42.9) 126 
Relatives 34 (47.2) Se} (C5 2).8))) UP 
Friends 70" (4621) 82I (53r2) EZ. 
Halfway house/Bail hostel 42” (38.2) G8) (619.8) 110 


x7=12.64 af=5 p<.05 


EMPLOYMENT STATUS WHEN SUPERVISION BEGAN 


Employed 84 (56.8) 64 TA( 43512) 148 
Unemployed 297 (40.4) ANBHS) ((52)G)), 736 
Part-time employment 3124(47 50) 359 (S320) 66 
Student BOG 1S5) Sii(Bs7s) 13 


x7=15.57 df=3 p<. 01 


EMPLOYMENT STATUS WHEN SUPERVISION ENDED 


Employed A Sea (Opi. 3) TTA SL TA) 222 
Unemployed Ss) (335), 303 (66.4) 456 
Part-time employment 24 (33:58) AT BGG. 2) Al 
Student 7 (58-3) (4a) 12 
x?=65.20 af=3 p<.001 


EDUCATION LEVEL 


Grade 8 or less SOM (AZ) LOS) SCS7an) 189 
Grade 9 or 10 Wey (aia, Shy) sy (Sy) 5 7), 442 
Grade 11 or 12 hf Uso E), 79 (44.9) 176 
Grade 13 or higher 25° (37783) A2ENG2i7!) 67 


x*=10.64 df=3 p<.05 


DRUG USE 
Yes 216 (49.2) 223 (S0.8) 439 
No O55 (S50 1) 176 (64.9) Dia: 


x7=13.05 df=1 p<.001 


=u De im 


TABLE 12 CONTINUED 


FACTORS RELATED TO SUCCESS ON SUPERVISION 


CESSFUL 


SUC 
TYPE OF OFFENCE 

Against the person 63 
Against property 254 
Against morals and decency 18 
Against public order 225 
Liquor offences Ai 
Drug offences 23 
Traffic offences 22 
Other 2 


PRIOR CRIMINAL RECORD 


No prior record Se 

Minimal prior record Tike) 

Fairly extensive record 65 

Extensive record 22 
PREOR Eee. A 

Yes 84 

No 320 
LEGAL STATUS AT TIME OF OFFENCE 

On probation and/or parole OF. 

On recognizance on other charges 63 

On recognizance and probation and/or 

parole 8) 

REPORTING REQUIRED 

More than twice a week 19 

Twice a week 53 

Weekly 210 

Biweekly 8 

As directed 141 
MARITAL STATUS 

Single 329 

Married/common-law 63 

Divorced/separated/widowed 49 


(48.5) 
(41.2) 
(40.9) 
(42.6) 
(53.1) 
(39.0) 
(52.4) 
(50.0) 


67 
362 
26 
303 
15 
36 
20 
2 


NOT SUCCESSFUL 


(5255) 
(58.8) 
(59.49 
(57.4) 
(46.9) 
(61.0) 
(47.6) 
(50.0) 


Individual x*'s all p>.05 


(55-5) 
(41.9) 
(soa) 
(31.4) 


x7=26.07 


(38.9) 
(45.6) 


x7=2.75 


(38.5) 
(40.1) 


(47.4) 
x7=5.57 


(26.0) 
(43.1) 
(45.3) 
(97.2) 
(47.2) 


x*=12.04 


(41.8) 
(5753) 
(43.4) 


x*=9.39 


126 
265 
eg 

48 


df=3 


132 
383 


df=1 


YS) 


df=3 


(44.5) 
(58.1) 
(64.7) 
(68.6) 


p<.00l 


(Gly 
(54.4) 


p>.05 


(61.5) 
(59.49) 


(52.6) 
p>. O05 


(74.0) 
(56.9) 
(54.7) 
(42.9) 
(52.8) 


p< .05 


(58.2) 
(42.7) 
(56.6) 


p<.02 


100% 


216 
704 


252 
157 


2 


73 
a3 
464 

14 
299 


787 
10 
113 


The data pertaining to the clients" reporting 
conditions were found to be reliably related to success. 
Those on supervision who had to report frequently, that is, 
at least once a week, tended to be less successful in 
completing their period of supervision. This finding,likely 
reflects some accuracy in the judge's screening of clients 
rather than any negative impact of more intense supervision. 
Te eappears though, that success:is unlikely, negardless .of 


the level of supervision, among those that are identified 
as the highest risk. 


The data dealing with substance use was somewhat 
surprising. Alcohol use was essentially unrelated to the 
measure of success. That is, outcome was similar for both 
heavy users and non-users of alcohol. The use of drugs was 
related to outcome with users being more likely to complete 
their time on supervision successfully. Some caution must 
be taken in interpreting these findings. Both variables 
contained a high incidence of missing information. It should 
also be stated that these findings do not mean that substance 
use may not have contributed to failure. 


7. Results of Charges Leading to Supervision 
The results of court proceedings for those who re- 
mained on supervision to the conclusion of their case are as 
follows: 
TAB ba lS 
RESULTS OF CASES ON SUPERVISION UNTIL 


SUPERVISION FINALIZED 


N S 

Acquitted or Charges Withdrawn 114 ONO 
Suspended Sentence 25 4.4 
Fined, License Suspended 89 Loo 
Probation/CSO/Restitution 184 S20 
Incarcerated less than 30 days 47 Sa 
Incarcerated 30 days, less than 90 days 42 as) 
Incarcerated 90 days or more 63 iy, 

TOTAL 564 100.0 
Missing information (99) 


According to these data only 27% of the successful 
cases received sentences of incarceration. Of the majority 
who received non-incarcerated sentences, the highest percentage 
wase for probation), UC.S 2O-Vert restitution - 
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IVEEDISCUSSION 


There are certain limitations to the design and out- 
come measures employed in this study which must be kept in 
mind while discussing the results. As with most research 
in corrections, the control and precision required for a 
tight experimental approach were not feasible. Nonetheless, 
the methodology employed does provide strong evidence as to 
the operations and effectiveness of the programme. 


The section of the report dealing with the supervision 
clients has the obvious limitation that it lacked a suitable 
control group. While it provides a useful description of a 
large sample of the project's clients, we are left to specu- 
late on how this group compares to those released without 
supervision or those who remain imprisoned during their pre- 
trial period. Another study (Morris, 1982) does show that 
supervision clients in Toronto differ on a number of 
dimensions from those released on their own recognizance. 


Striking characteristics among the supervision group 
include a very high portion unemployed and large numbers 
living outside a traditional family setting. Most clients 
had at least some previous criminal history with a large 
number under some form of criminal justice jurisdiction at 
the time they were placed on supervision. What is most 
obvious in the description of supervision clients is that 
they were, in the majority, a group with strong needs for 
some form of community support. 


In terms of the performance of clients while on 
supervision, the lack of comparison data again causes problems. 
The extent of noncompliance with release conditions is, 
however, sufficient on its own, to warrant concern. With 
over half the sample involved in some activity serious enough 
to result in legal action, one has to question the ability 
of the projects to prevent such activities. 


At the same time, the level of noncompliance could 
be taken as further evidence that the supervision clients 
were a group in need of some form of service. The data on 
factors related to success on bail supervision shed. further 
light on this issue. The group failing to successfully 
complete their period of bail supervision were distinguished 
by indicators of poor social support and a lack of personal 
coping abilities. They were, typically, living alone, 
unemployed with limited education and some prior criminal 
involvement. 


The most critical part of this research is the 
analysis of institutional impact. At the same time, this is 
the section which is most open to debate in terms of inter- 
pretation. Since an early draft of the findings was 
distributed in February, 1982, there has been considerable 
discussion dealing with the validity of the conclusions 
drawn. Several of the concerns expressed about this 
component of the research should be addressed. 
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Essentially, the conclusions to be drawn from the 
institutional impact data must be based on an assessment of 
the appropriateness and validity of the measures used. There 
are, admittedly, some problems with the measures employed. 
The need to use different definitions in the pre and post 
measure of remand days-stay obviously weakened that part of 
the analysis. The admission data, while much more reliable, 
are only indirect measures of the main aim of the projects. 
It is for these reasons that three separate measures of impact 
were employed. With all measures indicating a similar 
conclusion, the strength of the evidence is increased 
considerably. Research of this type, by nature, cannot lead 
to definitive statements. The failure to show any impact 
at all, however, leaves it unlikely that an appreciable 
impact has been achieved. 


Despite these conclusions, one must remain hesitant to 
make any specific recommendations with regard to the future of 
the programme. The provincial remand situation is extremely 
complex with numerous components of the criminal justice 
system impacting upon it. In retrospect, some of the 
expectations for this programme may have been unrealistic. 


It is also important to note that the very broad 
outcome measures used could not hope to detect specific 
strengths or weaknesses in the programme. Certain accom- 
plishments may have been masked or offset by other unexpected 
programme results. The results of this study must, however, 
lead to a reassessment of the bail programme as it now 
exists. Such a comprehensive analysis is, in fact, currently 
being undertaken by the Ministry. 
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APPENDIX A 


COURT ACTIVITY, DATA 


=A) = 
TABLE A-1 


CRIMINAL CODE CHARGES RECEIVED IN PROVINCIAL COURTS 


COURT LOCATION FISCAL YEAR 


19/8=79) 1979-80 81980=81 


Metro Toronto 108463 CO2Z352 LOSS Lg 107943 
Hamilton-Wentworth 16470 P7332] 16024 19493 
Niagara North 5456 S22 6175 5446 
Niagara South 51.84 5809 6417 6355 
Waterloo OBI ihewsyilet 12190 11813 
ORIGINAL PROJECTS 38527 40669 40806 43105 
Ottawa Carleton 10607 as, 14568 L47 57] 
Peel ine 14553 15909 15348 
Sudbury 6680 7736 pie) 8238 
Thunder Bay 6939 7645 7936 8703 
Algoma 6020 6112 6477 6611 
RECENT PROJECTS 43960 48223 52607 5362 
Non project counts |)121667 134244 139462 148501 
PROViielat aorta SL26 27 325495 336194 353170 
TABLE A~2 


RELATIVE ANNUAL CHANGE IN CHARGES RECEIVED 
AT COURTS WITHIN PROJECT GROUPINGS 


PROJECT 1977-78..to. 1978=79 toy 1979-80 to 
GROUPING OT 878 L979 — 3.0 L980=6F 
ORIGINAL 

PROJECTS +5565 ONY Sik 3 +526: 
METRO : 
TORONTO SOG Ses tl. OS +4.5% 
RECENT ; 
PROJECTS to ous +9. de tLe 


NON PROJECT 
COURTS +71 Oi 6 eer wks +6053 
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